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BEFORE THE BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGIST EXAMINERS
“ FOR THE STATE OF ARIZONA
In the Matter of

)

) No. 00-47
Anthony H. Luick, Ph.D., )

j FINDINGS OF FACT,
Holder of License No. 748 ) CONCLUSIONS OF LAW,
for the Practice of Psychology ) DECREE OF CENSURE AND
in the State of Arizona )

)

ORDER FOR CIVIL PENALTY

On August 3, 2002, Anthony H. Luick Ph.D. (“Respondent”) appeared for an
Informal Interview before the Arizona Board of Psychologist Examiners (“Board”). The
proceedings in this matter are goxfémed by AR.S. §§ 32-2081 and 32-2082. Following
interview of Respondent and discussion of the information and documents presented, the
Board determined that Respondent’s conduct constituted unprofessional conduct pursuant
to A.R.S. § 32-2061(A)(13). The Board continued the Informal Interview to a subsequent
Board meeting for the purpose of considering draft Findin gs of Fact and Conclusions of Law
and adopting a discip'linary Order.

On October 5, 2002, Respohdent appeared with his attomey, Ron Newman, at the
continuation of the Informal Interview. Mr. Newman addressed the Board. After further
discussing the information presented and deliberating fully, the Board adopted the following
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, Decree_ of Censure and Order for Civil Penalty.

FINDINGS OF FACT

L RGSpondént .is the holder of license number 748 for the practice of
psychology in the State of Arizona.

2. The Board has the authority to hold an informal mterview pursﬁant to AR.S.
§ 32-2081(F). Afier an informal interview, the Board may take action pursuant to A.R.S. §

32-2081(F), (G) and (H).

oind Father i inc
3 In 1998 and 1999, Respondent provided psychological services to A.P., a

minor, whose divorced parents were engaged in court proceedings regarding financial




matters related to the divorce. By court order, each parent was responsible for a portion of
the fees for psychological services.

4. On the second page of Respondent’s billing statement to Father, the fourth-
to-last entry is a credit dated August 26, 1999, for receipt of an insurance payment. After the
credit was applied, the balance was $868.50. The next entry, which is undated, is a charge
$760 for eight hours of “professional services” under the billing code 90807. Respondent
apparently made the $760 entry sometime between August and December 12, 1999, because
he referred to the $760 in a letter to Father’s counsel on the latter date.

3 The 90807 billing code is described in the Current Procedural Terminology
(CPT) 1999 as follows:

Indixddual psychotherapy, insight-oriented, behavior modifying and/or su;:porti\je,

in an office or outpatient facility, approximately 45 to 50 minutes face-to-face-with

the patient; with medical evaluation and management services.
Respondent did not provide any psychotherapy that corresponded to the $760 charge.

6. According to Respondent’s December 3, 2001 letter to the Board, his use of
the 90807 code was an error, and should have been 90887. According to the Current
Procedural Terminology (CPT) 1999, and 90887 code is used for the following services:

Interpretation or explanation of results of psychiatric, other medical

examinations and procedures, or other accumulated data to family or

responsible persons, or advising them how to assist patient.
For the $760 charged to Father, Respondent did not provide eight hours, or any hours, of
services that met the criteria for use of the 90887 code.

52 Rather, the $760 charge to Father for eight hours of “professional services”
is actually Respondent’s charge for time he spent respoﬁding to the first complaint Father
filed with the Board. Respondent described the time as “eight hours of administrative,
meetings with [the Board’s investigator], time used in preparing, reviewing files in response
to [Father’s] frivolous allegations.” |

8. | Father filed three complaints about Respondent with the Board concerning

matters related to Respondent’s services for the child. The first complaint, filed in June

1999, was dismissed in December 1999. The second complaint was filed in April 2000 and
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